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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

1. ) Claim Status 

Claims 1-26 are pending in the application. The claims have not been amended. 
Favorable reconsideration of the application is respectfully requested in view of the 
foregoing amendments and the following remarks. 

2. ) Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

On page 2 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-16 and 19-26 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dowling (US 6,845,361) in view of 
Visconti (US 6,876,973). The Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections. 

Dowling appears to disclose a system for maintaining a virtual wait queue that 
controls access by customers to a single restaurant. Thus, although disclosing the 
basic concept of using the Internet to put a customer's name on a waiting list, Dowling 
lacks the breath and complexity of the Applicants' claimed invention. 

As recited in claim 1, the claimed invention serves a plurality of restaurants 
through a central waiting list database. The method includes interfacing the central 
waiting list database with, a local database located at each participating restaurant for 
exchanging information regarding customers waiting to be seated and the associated 
waiting time at each participating restaurant. Through a Website, the customer 
accesses the central database and selects a restaurant from the plurality of participating 
restaurants. The system provides the customer with an estimated waiting time for the 
selected restaurant. If the customer requests to be added to the waiting list for the 
selected restaurant, the customer is added to the waiting list for the selected restaurant. 
If the customer does not request to be added to the waiting list for the selected 
restaurant the claimed invention provides the customer with the ability to select other 
restaurants from the plurality of participating restaurants. 

Since Dowling serves only a single restaurant, there is no teaching or suggestion 
whatsoever of most of the Applicants' claimed limitations. There is no central database, 
no sharing of data between the central database and local databases at each 
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restaurant, and no ability for the customer to select restaurants and compare the wait at 
various restaurants before adding his/her name to a selected restaurant's waiting list. 

Visconti does not cure the deficiencies of Dowling. Firstly, Visconti does not 
disclose anything about restaurant waiting lists. Instead, Visconti relates only to an 
online system for making reservations. Therefore, there is no teaching or suggestion of 
interfacing a central waiting list database with a local database located at each 
participating restaurant for exchanging information regarding customers waiting to be 
seated and the associated waiting time at each participating restaurant Customers 
making reservations do not need to know these things. Additionally, Visconti does not 
teach or suggest providing the customer with an estimated waiting time for a selected 
restaurant. Once again, customers making reservations do not need to know this. 

Thus, the Dowling/Visconti combination does not disclose or suggest all of the 
claimed limitations of claim 1, and a prima facie case of obviousness has not been 
established. Additionally, it should be noted that to attempt to provide waiting time 
information with the Visconti system would be inappropriate because customers making 
reservations do not need or want to know about the current waiting list. Therefore, the 
combination of Dowling and Visconti is not a workable combination and does not render 
the Applicants' claimed invention obvious. 

For all the above reasons, the allowance of claim 1 is respectfully requested. 

Claims 2-17 depend from claim 1 and recite additional limitations in combination 
with the novel and unobvious limitations of claim 1. Therefore the allowance of claims 
2-17 is respectfully requested. 

Independent claim 18 recites a system for adding a name of a customer to a 
waiting list at a restaurant selected from a plurality of restaurants. The system includes 
a central waiting list database that stores waiting list information for a plurality of 
participating restaurants, the waiting list information indicating waiting times associated 
with each participating restaurant and each waiting customer. A data network connects 
the central waiting list database with a local waiting list database located at each 
participating restaurant. The network enables the central database and the local 
databases to exchange information regarding the waiting customers and their 
associated waiting times at each participating restaurant. A Website is connected to the 
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central waiting list database and the network. ' The Website enables an accessing 
customer to review restaurant information for the participating restaurants, to select a 
restaurant, to determine the waiting time at the selected restaurant, and to add the 
customer's name to the waiting list for the selected restaurant 

As noted above, Dowling serves only a single restaurant. Therefore, Dowling 
does not teach or suggest most of the limitations of claim 18. There is no central 
database, no network for sharing of data between the central database and local 
databases at each restaurant, and no ability for the customer to compare the wait at 
various restaurants before adding his/her name to a selected restaurant's waiting list. 
Additionally, ViscontFs reservation system does not teach or suggest a system that 
provides the types of information recited in claim 18. Therefore the allowance of 
independent claim 18 and dependent claims 19-24 is respectfully requested. 

Independent claim 25 recites a method of enabling a customer to add the 
customer's name to a waiting list at a selected restaurant. The method includes 
receiving a telephone call from the customer with an auto attendant at the restaurant; 
determining by the auto attendant, calling line identification information for the customer; 
and storing information for the customer in a local waiting list database, with the 
information being indexed in the database with the calling line identification information. 

The Examiner points to Dowling col. 2, lines 12-14 for showing the step of 
determining by the auto attendant, calling line identification information for the customer. 
The Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

In column 2 of Dowling, there is a description of a conventional auto attendant. 
In particular, the Examiner notes that Dowling states, "The customers usually dial touch- 
tones or speak words to indicate their specific needs." This is not what Applicants' 
claim 25 recites. Claim 25 recites that the auto attendant determines the customer's 
calling line identification information (i.e., caller ID). The customer's information is then 
stored in the waiting list database, indexed with the calling line identification information. 
Thus, the auto attendant automatically obtains the customer's information from caller ID, 
and relieves the customer of the burden of having to dial touch-tones or speak words to 
get added to the waiting list. 
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This feature is not taught or suggested by Dowling or Visconti. Therefore, the 
withdrawal of the § 103 rejection and the allowance of claim 25 are respectfully 
requested 

On page 21 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claim 26 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dowling and Visconti and further in view of 
Solymar et al. (US 6,244,758). The Examiner cited Solymar for showing the feature of 
comparing a caller ID, with a caller ID stored in the waiting list database. However, 
claim 26 depends from claim 25 and adds the feature of automatically providing a 
customer with an updated wait time by recognizing the customer's caller ID information 
when the customer calls in after being added to the list. Although Solymar seems to 
show the feature of comparing a caller ID with a caller ID stored in a database, Solymar 
does not disclose or suggest the limitations recited in base claim 25. Additionally, 
Solymar's comparison is performed for an entirely different reason and achieves a 
different result from that recited in claim 26. Solymar makes the comparison of caller 
IDs in the context of a security feature that ensures that only calls with known caller IDs 
are answered. There is no disclosure or suggestion of a waiting list database or 
automatically providing a customer with an updated wait time by recognizing the 
customer's caller ID information when the customer calls in after being added to the list. 

Therefore, the withdrawal of the § 103 rejection and the allowance of claim 26 
are respectfully requested. 

On page 23 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claim 17 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dowling and Visconti and further in view of 
Examiner's Official Notice that it is well known to put a name on a waiting list at the 
estimated waiting time before the customer wishes to be seated. However, as 
discussed above, the DowlingA/isconti combination does not teach or suggest the 
limitations of base claim 1. Therefore, the withdrawal of the § 103 rejection and the 
allowance of claim 26 are respectfully requested. 

The Applicant also respectfully objects to the Examiner's use of Official Notice. 
As the Examiner is aware, in order preserve the Applicants' right to traverse this 
assertion in later actions, the Applicants must traverse this assertion in this response. 
Under MPEP § 2144.03, official notice may only be taken of "facts outside of the record 
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which are capable of instant and unquestionable demonstration as being 'well-known 1 in 
the art." The Applicants respectfully submit that in the context of an automated system 
for adding customers to a waiting list, it was not old and well known at the time the 
Applicants filed the present application for such an automated system to calculate a 
lead time at which to automatically add the customer to the list. 

When a rejection is based on facts within the personal knowledge of the 
Examiner, the facts must be as specific as possible, and the reference must be 
supported, when called for by the Applicant, by an affidavit of the Examiner, which may 
be subject to explanation by the Applicant. 37 CFR 1 . 1 04(d)(2). 

Pursuant to 37 CFR 1.104(d)(2), the Applicant respectfully requests the 
Examiner provide such supporting facts and evidence in the form of an affidavit, so that, 
if necessary, the Applicant may have a chance to explain the reference in later actions. 

3.) Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing remarks, the Applicants believe all of the claims currently 
pending in the-Application to be in a condition for allowance. The Applicants, therefore, 
respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw all rejections and issue a Notice of 
Allowance for claims 1-26. 

The Applicants request a telephonic interview if the Examiner has any questions 
or requires any additional information that would further or expedite the prosecution of 
the Application. 
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Date: April 15, 2008 



Sieven W. Smith 
Registration No. 36,684 
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